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AIR STAFF EVALUATION:
The Chief,
Analysis Branch,
states that the
applicant asserts to have clearly proven his claimed injustices.
However, his appeal reveals that his case consists only of
unsubstantiated opinions and incorrect interpretations of both
personnel regulations and the law. Additionally, it is important
to note that at no point has the applicant claimed that there
his- record. They believe it is
exists any uncorrected errors in quite clear he has received full and fair consideration for
promotion. They recommend the applicant's appeal be denied.
A complete copy of the Air Staff evaluation is attached at Exhibit
C.

APPLICANT'S REVIEW OF AIR STAFF EVALUATION:
In summary, applicant states that the evidence is clear there is
no basis to time bar his petition. He also believes there were
illegal
illegally conducted Central Selection boards and
violation of Air Force Regulations. Applicant states that clearly
the facts are not disputed with evidence:
Specific corrective
actions is indeed within the purview of the Board, (2) No evidence
has been presented which would support the AFMPC recommendation the
Board not correct his record to promotion, and (3) without evidence
to the contrary, it is clear such promotion should be granted.
A complete copy of applicant's response is attached at Exhibit E.

THE BOARD CONCLUDES THAT:
The applicant has exhausted all remedies provided by existing
law or regulations.

1.

2.

The application was timely filed.

3. Insufficient relevant evidence has been presented to
demonstrate the existence of probable error or injustice.
Applicant makes numerous-assertions and challenges the promotion
board, special selection board and the MLEB process. However, it
appears that applicant's assertions are based solely on
unsubstantiated opinions and incorrect interpretations of the law
and regulations. The Chief, Appeals and Analysis Branch, in his
advisory of
February 1993, has accurately addressed these issues
and w e a r e in complete agreement with h i s comments and
recommendat ions .

4. With regard to applicant's issue
the impact the
voided 13 May 1983 OER had on his assignments, we observe that
there is no assignment policy which prescribes that a
with a

